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ABSTRACT 



Using 1994-1995 data from the University of Delaware's 
national database of instructional expenditures and productivity, researchers 
developed comparative average expenditures across academic disciplines. The 
data included numbers of undergraduate and graduate credit hours generated 
and direct instructional expenses for the 1994-1995 academic year by academic 
discipline. Researchers summarized minimum, maximum, and average expenditures 
per full time equivalent student. Using those averages, they conducted 
analyses comparing the average expenditures per student credit hour (SCH) of 
education programs to the average expenditure per SCH of other academic 
disciplines, other professional programs, and between education programs in 
institutions of different Carnegie classifications. Overall, education 
programs were funded below the institutional average for all disciplines in 
all Carnegie classifications. Education programs were less well- funded than 
other professional programs, with the exception of social work and accounting 
at research institutions. Four appendices provide: (1) a list of 

participating institutions in the University of Delaware's 1996 National Cost 
and Productivity Study; (2) classification of instructional programs code 
taxonomy; (3) research universities average expenditures and percent of total 
average expenditures per student credit hour, undergraduate and graduate, by 
discipline; and (4) research universities average expenditures and percent of 
total average expenditures per student credit hour, by discipline comparison 
of professional programs. (SM) 
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Introduction 



For the past fifteen years considerable attention has been given to the reform of public 
education, including the preparation of teachers. Groups such as the National Network for 
Educational Renewal, Holmes Group, Renaissance Group, Project 30 and most recently, the 
National Commission on Teaching and America’s Future, have called for major changes in the 
way teachers are prepared. Among the recommendations are five year teacher education 
programs, strong partnerships with schools, and better linkages with faculty in the arts and 
sciences. These changes will require a new and greater commitment to teacher education on 
the part of colleges and universities. 

In the National Commission for Teaching and America’s Future report, What Matters Most: 
Teaching for America’s Future (1996), one dean of education described the challenges he 
faced in seeking accreditation from the National Council for Accreditation of Teacher 
Education (NCATE). He wrote, 

Reallocation of institutional resources was critical. Earlier neglect [of teacher 
education] was replaced by preferential budgetary treatment. Tomorrow’s 
teachers cannot be prepared “on the cheap," or we will get tragically, what we 
pay for. (P. 71) 

The belief that teachers are prepared “on the cheap" and Schools, Departments and Colleges 
of Education (SDCE) are “cash cows” for the college or university are widely held among 
teacher educators. In their 1995 report, Tomorrow’s Schools of Education, the Holmes Group 
noted, 



The education of teachers and other educators is big business in a nation that 
employs over three-million educators. Dollar signs flash in the eyes of those 
looking for good market opportunities. (P. 1) 

John Goodlad wrote of the very low status of education on college and university campuses. 

Those who compare the professions readily separate the strong from the weak. 
Regrettably, education is usually ranked among the weakest of the weak. (P. 

159) 

The perception held by many teacher educators is that the commitment by colleges and 
universities to Education programs is weak and funding for Education lags far behind that of 
other disciplines. If education challenges for a new century are to be met, the commitment 
must be strengthened. Commitment to any program can be gauged at least in part by the level 
of funding but, few studies have been conducted comparing the funding of Education 
programs to those of other professional or academic fields. 

Ebmeier, Twombly, and Teeter (1991) conducted a study of the comparability and adequacy of 
financial support for schools of Education at six research institutions. They found that “schools 
of Education do not hold a favorable position in the research university.” (P. 226) Not only was 
Education less well funded than nearly all other professional or academic programs, in the ten 
years of the study, Education had actually lost ground in comparative funding. 
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Ebmeier, Twombly, and Teeter noted that expenditure comparisons from one institution to 
another are very difficult because of the uniqueness of each institution’s financial record 
keeping systems. This has made large scale expenditure comparisons extremely difficult. As 
far as the authors of this report have been able to determine, to date, no large scale national 
study has been conducted to substantiate or refute the claim that Education is poorly funded 
relative to other professional or academic programs on college and university campuses. We 
simply do not know how the expenditures in teacher education compares to that of other 
disciplines or from one institutional type to another. 

To address the problem, the Government Relations Committee of the American Association of 
Colleges for Teacher Education (AACTE) sought and received support from the Association of 
Colleges and Schools of Education in State Universities and Land Grant Colleges and 
Affiliated Private Universities (ACSESULGC/APU) and Teacher Education Council of State 
Colleges and Universities (TECSCU) to fund a study using a national data base which includes 
over 170 institutions and makes possible the necessary comparisons. Results from this study 
compare expenditures across disciplines and between teacher education programs from the 
four major Carnegie Classifications for colleges and universities. 

Methodology 

A key element in the development of this study was to identify an existing data source, 
eliminating the need to develop procedures for periodic data collection and maintenance 
described above. Using an existing data set saved the time and resources required for the 
development of data definitions and collection procedures. In addition, the data source 
needed to have promise for continued periodic collection and participation by large numbers of 
institutions. 

Data Source 

Several years ago, the Office of Institutional Research at the University of Delaware received a 
multi-year contract from FIPSE to develop a national database that would support the analysis 
of instructional expenditures and productivity. The National Study of Institutional Costs and 
Productivity (NSICP) created a comparative context, wherein a specific academic program’s 
expenditures could be examined and compared with average expenditure indicators by 
discipline from peer institutions within its own Carnegie Classification, as well as with programs 
from institutions in other Carnegie Classifications. At this time, several rounds of data have 
been collected. For this study, data from the 1994-95 academic year were analyzed. At the 
time of this report, 1996-97 data were in the process of being collected. 

Participation in the NSICP is voluntary. In Appendix A, a list of 1994-95 participating 
institutions by Carnegie Classification is presented. As illustrated, some eighty Research and 
Doctoral institutions submitted data, representing both public and private institutions. In 
addition, a number of Comprehensive and Baccalaureate institutions provided expenditure 
data for this study. While these participants do not reflect a random sample of all higher 
education, it is felt that average expenditure estimates from this group of institutions provide 
valid comparative information. 

Dr. Michael Middaugh, Assistant Vice President for Institutional Research and Planning at the 
University of Delaware and Director of the NSICP, anticipates that this data collection will 
continue into the “foreseeable future.” As such, it is felt that this data source will be available 



for continuation of this study, allowing for the development of average expenditure indicators 
over time, from data collected and maintained with consistent definitions. 

Data 

The data collected at the University of Delaware reflect both productivity and expenditure 
information, including the number of undergraduate and graduate credit hours generated for 
the 94-95 academic year and direct instructional expenditures 1 for the 94-95 academic year. 
(Hereafter direct instructional expenditures will be referred to as “expenditure(s)".) These data 
were collected for each academic discipline. Disciplines were defined by the Classification of 
Instructional Programs (CIP), the same taxonomy used for all federal reporting. In Appendix B, 
the CIP codes are identified with their respective disciplines. 

Calculation of Average Expenditures 

From the institutional data collected by the University of Delaware’s Office of Institutional 
Research, minimum, maximum, and average expenditures per FTE Student were developed 
and summarized by discipline and Carnegie Classification (Research I and II Universities were 
combined to form one category - Research Institutions, and Doctoral I and II institutions were 
combined to form one category - Doctoral Institutions). To be included in the summary 
information, data from at least five institutions had to be represented in a particular CIP 
discipline and Carnegie Classification. The average expenditures were developed according 
to guidelines set forth in a document prepared by the University of Delaware, Office of 
Institutional Research: 

1. An initial mean was calculated from the values for all institutions reporting data 
within a given CIP program/discipline, within a given category of Carnegie institutions. 

2. The standard deviation was calculated along with the initial mean. 

3. Those institutions with values of more than two standard deviations above or below 
the initial mean were defined as outliers. 

4. A “Refined Mean” was then calculated, excluding outliers as defined above. (P. 1) 
These “Refined Means” are the basis of this study. 

Average Expenditure Estimates By Discipline 

In order to maintain the confidentiality of participants in the NSICP, only summary FTE data as 



1 The instruction function, for purposes of this study, includes general academic instruction, 
occupational and vocational instruction, community education, preparatory and adult basic education, 
and remedial and tutorial instruction conducted by the teaching faculty for the institution's students. 
Departmental research and service which are not separately budgeted should be included under 
instruction. In other words, department research which is externally funded should be excluded from 
instructional expenditures, as should any departmental funds which were expended for the purpose of 
matching external research funds as part of a contractual or grant obligation. EXCLUDE expenditures for 
academic administration where the primary function is administration. For example, exclude deans, but 
include department chairs. 



described above were provided by Dr. Middaugh for this study. Using minimum, maximum, 
and average expenditures per FTE Student summary information, analyses were conducted 
comparing the average expenditures per student credit hour (SCH) of Education programs to 
the average expenditures per SCH of other academic disciplines, other professional programs, 
and between Education programs in institutions of different Carnegie Classifications. 

It should be noted that the intent of this analysis was to compare the expenditures of different 
academic programs within different Carnegie Classifications. As reflected by the ranges 
associated with average expenditures, considerable variance exists across college and 
university average expenditures within individual academic programs. As such, comparisons 
of any particular program’s average expenditure with the means presented in this report, 
should be approached with caution. 

Comparison of Average Expenditures for All Disciplines bv Carnegie Classification 

A FTE Student was defined in the NSICP summary report as equaling 30 undergraduate 
SCH (USCH) and 18 graduate SCH (GSCH). To estimate the average expenditure of 
producing an undergraduate credit hour, the average expenditure per FTE Student was 
divided by 30. Likewise, to estimate the average expenditure of generating a graduate credit 
hour, the average expenditure per FTE Student was divided by 18 for each discipline within 
each Carnegie Classification. In this analysis, the first two digits of the CIP code define a 
discipline. The resulting average expenditures per SCH for each discipline per institutional 
classification were then compared to the average expenditures for all disciplines within 
institutional Carnegie Classification (% of Total Average). The % of Total Average figures 
apply to AVG $/ USCH, and AVG $/ GSCH. These figures are illustrated in Appendix C 
(1,2, 3, 4). 

The methodology used to calculate the average expenditures per undergraduate SCH and 
graduate SCH results in a maximum range around the average expenditures of the two levels 
of instruction. Undergraduate average expenditures assume that all FTE Students were made 
up of undergraduate SCH, while the graduate average expenditures assume that all FTE 
Students were developed from graduate instruction. On any given campus, the average 
expenditures of each of these levels of instruction are likely to fall between these two 
extremes. In most academic departments, instructional resources are not distinguished by the 
undergraduate and graduate levels of instruction they support. This difference between the 
average USCH and the GSCH provides a frame of reference for comparison of average 
expenditures per SCH for programs at specific institutions. 

The same procedure was also applied to the minimum and maximum FTE Student 
expenditures, to generate minimum and maximum expenditure estimates Range per SCH for 
undergraduate and graduate credit hours produced. These figures are also illustrated in 
Appendix C (1,2, 3, 4). 

Comparison of Teacher Education Expenditures to Other Professional Disciplines 

In the second analysis, average expenditures per SCH were developed to compare 
professional programs at both undergraduate and graduate levels. The same definitions and 
methodology were used as in the previous analyses to calculate the average expenditures. 

The average expenditures per SCH for these programs are illustrated in Appendix D (1,2,3). 

No comparisons appear for Baccalaureate institutions as the only professional program in this 



Carnegie Classification which met the inclusion criteria was Education. 

Comparison of the Percent of GSCH in Professional Programs by Carnegie 
Classification 



In the third analysis, the average expenditure per SCH of Education programs were compared 
with each other across Carnegie Classifications. The same definitions and methodology were 
used as in previous analyses. The average expenditures of Education programs for each of 
the Carnegie Classifications are illustrated in Appendix E. 

RESULTS 



The purpose of this study was to develop comparative average expenditures across academic 
disciplines. Review of the information presented in the Appendices allows the reader to 
compare the average expenditures associated with instruction in Education disciplines to 
average instructional expenditures of other academic disciplines and between different 
institutional Carnegie Classifications. 

Comparison of Average Expenditures for All Disciplines by Carnegie 
Classification 

Average expenditures per SCH over all disciplines were compared. Consistent with earlier 
research (AACTE, 1987), the undergraduate average expenditures per SCH at Baccalaureate 
institutions were the highest ( $196) followed by the average expenditures at Research I and II 
institutions ($163), Doctoral I and II institutions ($147), and Comprehensive institutions ($127). 
At the graduate level, overall expenditures per SCH were highest at Research I and II 
institutions ($272), followed by Doctoral I and II institutions ($246), and Comprehensive 
institutions ($211). (See Appendix C and Figures 1 and 2) 



Figure 1 

Average Expenditures/USCH - All Disciplines 
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Average Expenditures/GSCH -- All Disciplines 
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Comparison of Education Expenditures to Other Disciplines 



In Appendix C, average expenditures per SCH of all disciplines, as defined by the first two 
digits of the CIP codes, are presented. For each of the Carnegie Classifications, Education 
average expenditures were below the average expenditures of all disciplines. At Research I 
and II institutions, the average expenditure per undergraduate and graduate SCH for 
Education programs was only slightly below (98.4%) the overall average expenditure per SCH, 
while within the other Carnegie Classifications, average expenditures per undergraduate and 
graduate SCH for Education programs ranged between 10% and 21% below the total average. 
(See Figures 1 and 2) 

Variance of Expenditure Per SCH Within Carnegie Classifications 

Figures 3 and 4 show the wide variance (Range) of expenditures per SCH within institutional 
type. Because of these wide variances, comparisons of a particular program’s average 
expenditure with the means presented in this report should be approached with caution. 



Figure 3 



Variance of Expenditures/USCH for Education Programs 
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Figure 4 



Variance of Expenditures/GSCH for Education Programs 
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Comparison of Average Expenditures of Education Programs by Carnegie 
Classification 



In Appendix D, the average expenditures for undergraduate and graduate SCH in Education 
programs are illustrated by Carnegie Classification. The average expenditure per USCH at 
Baccalaureate institutions ranked second highest ($155) only slightly below that at Research I 
and II institutions ($160). At Doctoral I and II institutions average expenditure per USCH was 
$127, and at Comprehensive institutions, $114. At the graduate level, the average 
expenditures per SCH at Research I & II institutions was $267, at Doctoral I & II institutions, 
$212, and at Comprehensive institutions, $190. (See Figure 5) 



Figure 5 



Average Expenditures/SCH for Education Programs 
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Comparison of Teacher Education Expenditures to Other Professional 
Disciplines 



Teacher education programs were defined in this analysis as all undergraduate programs with 
a CIP code of 13. In Appendix E, undergraduate and graduate average expenditures in 
Education are compared to the undergraduate and graduate expenditures of other 
professional disciplines by Carnegie Classification. It is clear from these figures that Teacher 
Education (undergraduate) expenditures perSCH are significantly below the average 
expenditures per SCH of other professional programs compared in this study, ranging from 
80% at Research I and II institutions to 69% at Comprehensive institutions. Data were not 
available for professional programs other than Education at the Baccalaureate institutions. 

The relative expenditure of the various professional programs at the graduate level would be 
the same as that of the undergraduate level, the difference being only in the magnitude of the 
average expenditures. As such the graduate level expenditures were not graphed. The 
average expenditures can be found, however, in Appendix E. (See Figures 6, 7 & 8) 

At research institutions, the total average expenditure per SCH in Education is 80.6% of the 
mean expenditure for the seven professional programs compared. Average expenditures per 
SCH in Education ranks fifth lowest among the seven professional programs; the two ranking 
lower are Social Work and Accounting. (See Figure 6) 



Average UG Expenditures/SCH for Professional Programs at Research Institutions 



At doctoral institutions, the total average expenditure perSCH in Education is lowest among all 
six professional programs compared, 74% of the total average. (See figure 7) 
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Figure 7 

Average Expenditures/SCH for Professional Programs at Doctoral Institutions 
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At comprehensive institutions, the total average expenditure per SCH in Education is lowest 
among all five professional programs compared, 69% of the total average for the five 
professional programs. (See Figure 8) 



Figure 8 



Average Expendlture/SCH for Professional Programs at Comprehensive Institutions 
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Comparison of the Percent ofGSCH in Professional Programs by Carnegie 
Classification 

Graduate programs are typically more expensive to deliver than undergraduate programs. It 




would stand to reason that the overall expenditure per SCH would be greater in departments 
with higher proportions of GSCH compared to USCH. This is not the case for Education. With 
the single exception of Social Work in research universities, Education departments have a 
much higher ratio of graduate to undergraduate SCH than the other professional programs and 
still, overall expenditures per SCH lag behind the other disciplines. (See Figures 9, 10 & 11) 



Figure 9 
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Figure 10 

Percent of GSCH for Professional Programs at Doctoral Institutions 
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Figure 11 

Percent of GSCH for Professional Programs at Comprehensive Institutions 
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CONCLUSIONS 

This study provides clear evidence that, in general Education programs are 
funded below the institutional average for all disciplines in all Carnegie 
Classifications. This fact becomes even more significant when we take into account 
characteristics of Education programs which should make them more expensive rather than 
less expensive. First, Education programs typically include fewer lower division courses which 
could lower the expenditure per SCH. Many disciplines such as biology, psychology, sociology 
etc. are able to reduce their expenditure per SCH considerably by offering general education 
courses which enroll large numbers of students. These courses are frequently taught by 
graduate students or adjunct faculty further reducing the overall expenditure to the 
department. Education departments on the other hand do not typically offer many lower 
division and high enrollment courses. Second, Education programs are clinical in nature 
including student teaching and other practicum experiences with low faculty to student ratios 
which should be more costly. Third, Education programs include a much higher percentage of 
graduate SCH than other disciplines. Graduate programs are generally more expensive to 
operate because class enrollments are smaller, and graduate instruction requires faculty to be 
involved in the time-consuming work of advising graduate students and directing theses and 
dissertations. 

The study also provides clear evidence that, in general Education programs are 
less well funded than other professional programs with the exception of Social 
Work and Accounting at research institutions. Again, this fact becomes more 
significant because, with the single exception of Social Work at research institutions, 

Education programs include a much greater percentage of graduate SCH than the other 
professional programs. 




This study does not seek to explain why Education expenditures per SCH are so low, a topic 
which has been addressed to some extent in the literature and should be addressed in future 
research. Following are some possible explanations for the low expenditures per SCH in 
Education: 

• Teacher Education holds low status on and off campuses. (Goodlad, 1990) 

• The teaching profession has not seen fit to promote and require strong accreditation for 
all preparation programs. Thus, there is little quality control imposed by the teaching 
profession itself. To date only approximately half of all professional education programs 
are NCATE accredited. (National Commission for Teaching and America’s Future, 

1996) 

• States have not invested adequate resources into clinical components of teacher 
preparation programs or induction of first year teachers. (Tyson, 1994 P. 115) 

• Education programs lack the autonomy of other professional programs such as law and 
medicine. (Goodlad, 1990) 

• The teaching profession lacks the licensing autonomy of other professions. To date 
only 12 states have autonomous licensing boards comprised of a majority of 
professional educators. (National Commission for Teaching and America’s Future, 

1996) 

• Education programs have only recently begun to articulate a clear, consistent 
knowledge base. 

• Education programs are not well understood or appreciated by university presidents or 
provosts. Few administrators above the dean level on college and university campuses 
come from the ranks of (SDCEs). 

• Education ranks 24 out of 36 disciplines in average faculty salaries in public institutions 
(NEA Almanac, 1997). 

• Faculty whose workloads include nine or more hours in class per week tend to receive 
lower salaries than colleagues that spend less than nine hours (NEA Almanac, 1997). 

• Faculty who teach graduate and undergraduate classes tend to be paid less than 
faculty who teach only graduate classes (NEA Almanac, 1997). 

The best way to improve the quality of P-12 education is to improve the preparation and 
professional development of teachers. Doing so will require a new commitment to Education 
programs in colleges and universities. This study provides evidence that, to date, this 
commitment is inadequate. 
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Appendix A 



Participating Institutions in the 1996 

RESEARCH I 

Arizona State University 

Duke University 

Florida State University 

Georgia Institute of Technology 

Iowa State University 

Louisiana State Univ. & A&M College 

North Carolina State University 

SUNY - Buffalo 

SUNY - Stony Brook 

Temple University 

Texas A&M - College Station 

University of Iowa 

University of Kansas 

University of Maryland - College Park 

University of Massachusetts - Amherst 

University of Miami 

University of Missouri- Columbia 

University of Nebraska- Lincoln 

University of Pittsburgh 

University of Utah 

University of Virginia - Charlottesville 
University of Wisconsin - Madison 
Utah State University 
Virginia Tech. Institute and State Univ. 

West Virginia University 



DOCTORAL I 

Ball State University 

Bowling Green State University 

Catholic University 

Drexel University 

Florida Institute of Technology 

Miami University 

Northern Arizona University 

Northern Illinois University 

Old Dominion University 

Southern Methodist University 

SUNY - Binghamton 

Teacher’s College at Columbia Univ. 

University of Alabama-Tuscaloosa 

University of Missouri- Kansas City 

University of Missouri- Rolla 

University of North Carolina - Greensboro 

University of Northern Colorado 

University of Southern Mississippi 

Western Michigan University 



National Cost and Productivity Study 

RESEARCH II 

Auburn University- Main Campus 

Clemson University 

George Washington University 

Kansas State University 

Mississippi State University 

Northeastern University 

Oklahoma State University 

Saint Louis University 

Southern Illinois University at Carbondale 

SUNY -Albany 

Texas Tech University 

University of Delaware 

University of Idaho 

University of Mississippi 

University of Notre Dame 

University of Oregon 

University of Vermont 

University of Wyoming 



DOCTORAL II 

Baylor University 
Clarkson University 
Cleveland State University 
DePaul University 
Duquesne University 
Indiana State University 
Indiana Univ.-Purdue Univ. Indianapolis 
Michigan Technological University 
Montana State University 
North Dakota State University 
Portland State University 
University of Alabama-Huntsville 
University of Alaska- Fairbanks 
University of Centra! Florida 
University of Colorado - Denver 
University of Maine-Orono (Main Campus) 
University of Missouri- St. Louis 
University of Montana, Missoula 
University of New Hampshire 
University of Southwestern Louisiana 
Wichita State University 
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COMPREHENSIVE I 



Auburn University at Montgomery 
Augusta State University 
Bloomsburg University of Pennsylvania 
Bradley University 
Butler Unviersity 

California State Univ - San Marcos 
Centenary College of Louisiana 
Central Connecticut State University 
Clarion University Of Pa. 

College of Charleston 

College of New Rochelle 

Creighton University 

Delta State University 

East Carolina University 

Eastern Michigan University 

Eastern New Mexico Univ- Main Campus 

Georgia Southern University 

Ithaca College 

Jacksonville State University 

James Madison University 

Loyola Marymount University 

Marist College 

Marshall University 

Marywood College 

Northeast Louisiana University 

Northern Kentucky University 

Northern State University 

NY State College of Ceramics, Alfred U. 

Oakland University 

Purdue University Calumet 

Radford University 

Rhode Island College 

Rockhurst College 

Rollins College 

Rowan College of New Jersey 
Saint Bonaventure University 

COMPREHENSIVE II 

Averett College 
Kennesaw State College 
Longwood College 

BACCALAUREATE I 

Carieton College 

College of the Holy Cross 

Davidson College 

DePauw University 

Furman University 

Hartwick College 

Moravian College 

Muhlenberg College 

Oberlin College 

Siena College 

Sweet Briar College 

University of North Carolina- Asheville 



Saint Mary's University 

San Jose State University 

Sonoma State University 

Southeast Missouri State University 

Southeastern Louisiana University 

Southwest Missouri State University 

SUNY - Cortland 

SUNY - Fredonia 

SUNY - Geneseo 

SUNY - New Paltz 
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Dear AACTE Presenter: 
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